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The nomen Rana (Paa) dhakuriensis Ray, 1997 was published without
any character allowing to recognize the taxon and is therefore a nomen
nudum. The status of the Amphibia reported by Rsy {1997) from the Nanda
Devi Biosphere Reserve, under this nomen and seven others, is briefly
discussed.

Dusors et al (2005 45) included the nomen Runa diakuriensis Ray, 1997 in their hst of
recent amplubian taxonomic additions, without having had the opportunity to see the
ongmal publication where this nomen had been created Examination of this paper shows
that this new nomen was proposed for a taxon that was not described or diagnosed in any way
Here 15 an integral copy of the part of this text dealing with thus purported new spectes’
“Morphologically differs [rom all other spectes known from the neighbouring areas. Cryptic
colouration perfectly camouflaged these ndividuals with the naturat surroundings. Detaled
description will be published afler thorough study of the matenal™. There 15 in this text no
“deseription or defimtion that states in words churacters that arc purported to differentiate
the taxon™, or mention of ““a bibliographic reference to such a published statement ™. so that
this nomen 15 a nomen nudum according to Article 13 1 of the Code (ANONYMOUS, 1999). One
could at first sight consider “ceryptic coloration™ as a “character™” of the species, but it is not.
ds would be mention of a colour (brown, green, elc J 1t s just an mterpretation of what in the
eyes of a human this frog looks like. but 1t does not describe 1t. We dre not aware that any
“detailed deseription” of this taxon was published later on, so that this nomen has no status
m zoological nomenclature The question may arise, however, for which taxon was this new
nomen comed. und m which synonymy. i any, should the latter be placed As Pranjalendu
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Ray does not seem to have commented again on the Nanda Devi amphibian fauna n
subsequent works, and as the specimens are presumably kept in the Dehra Dun station of the
Zoological Survey of India which we did not have the opportunity to visit, all we can do is to
start from the information provided in RAy (1997).

To the best of our knowledge, the Amphibia of the Nanda Devi Biosphere Reserve Park
{Uttar Pradesh, India; quite close to the western border of Nepal) had never been studied
before the work of Ray (1997), so that a prior: one could consider plausible the discovery of
a new species in this area But this possibility 1s shght, regarding the uncertainties of the
taxonomy of used in this publi as shown below Based on collections
including 13 adults, one juvenile and 349 tadpoles, Ray (1997) reported 8 species from this
reserve, under the following nomina: (1) Bufe himalayanus Gunther, 1864; (2) Bufo melano-
stctus Schneider, 1799; (3) Megophrys sp., (4) Amolops sp.; (5) Rana (Paa, annundalu
Boulenger, 1920, (6) Rana ( Paay blanfordn Boulenger, 1882; (7) Runa ( Pau) sp., {8) Rana
( Paa, dhakuriensisn sp. We comment below on these reports following the generic taxonomy

Bufo Laurenti, 1768

The presence of the two species of Bufe reported by Ray (1997)1s likely in thus area, as
both these species occur 1n Nepal (Dusots, 1976, 1980, 1981, 2000) and 1n the Indian western
Himalayas as far West as Jammu and Kashmir (Dusors & MARTENS, 1977, Dusoss, 1980,
1981). The brief notes of Ray (1997) suggest that hus identification of the specimens was
correct.

Accordmg to the proposals of Dupois (1988, 20045), in zoology two species hable to
hybridize successfully, either 1 the field or in aruficial conditions, and to provide genune
adult hybrids (at least in some cases), should never be allocated to different genera (but may
be placed in different subgenera). Adopting this point of view, we cannot follow the sugges-
tion of FRosT et al. (2006) to dismantle the genus Bufo into several genera between which
some species are known to hybridize (BLAIR, 1972). For example, successful hybrdization
unti! the adult stage 1s known to occur (at least in some cases, as ““best result”"} between species
belonging in FROST's et al. (2006) genera Anavyrys Tschudi, 1845 and Bufo Laurent, 1768
{¢ g . Bufo bufo and Bufo woodhousu, see BLAIR, 1972 420), Anaxyrus and Cranopsis Cope,
1875 (e.g , Bufo terrestris and Bufo valliceps, see BLAIR, 1941 and MooORT, 1955, or Bufo foulert
and Bufo valliceps, sce BLAIR tn MOORE, 1955), Bufo and Pseudeprdalea Frostetal , 2006 (e g
Bufo bufo and Bufo viridis, see HIMMER & Bonmr, 1974), Epidutea Cope, 1864 and Pseudepr-
dalea (e g, Bufo calumita and Bufo virudis, see FLINDT & HiviMer, 1967, Himmrr, 1973,
SCHLYTER et al., 1991). [t also probably occurs between Bufo Laurent, 1768 and Epidalea
Cope, 1864 (Bufu gurgarizans [as astaricin]) and Bufo radeder, according to CHEN, 1940),1f, as
suggested by the data of Stock et al (2001), the species Bufo radder belongs ideed m the
Epidulea group rather than in the Psewdepidalea group as tentatively proposed by Frosr et al
{2006}. According to the cladogram of FrosT et al (2006 218), following Dunois™s (20044)
gwdelines and in order not to recognize paraphyletic genera. placing Bufo bufo and Bufo
virtedrs i the same genus requires to mclude also m the Jatter not only all other species of
Frost et al 's (2006) gencra Bufo and Psewdepidulea, but also all species of their genera
Anetophrynus,  Anasius, Chawis. Cranepsis., Duttaphrvis,  Epidalea,  Mertonso-
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phryne, Peltophryne and Vandykophrynus. It 1s however possible, 1f one wishes to recognize
taxonomically these “subclades™ as taxa, to give them the status of subgenera of the genus
Bufo. Under this arrangement, the two indian species mentioned above can be referred to the
subgenus Duttaphrynus Frost et al , 2006 (type-species by original designation Bufo melanos-
tictus Schneider, 1799) and can therefore be known as Bufo ( Duttaphrynus, himalayanus
Gunther, 1864 and Bufo ( Duttaphrynus) melanostictus Schoeider, 1799. Another advantage
of this solution 1s that 1t does not require to change the well-known binomen of the latter
species (Bufo melanostictus), one of the most quoted nomina of amplubians in the world,
being one of the commonest species in Asia

Xenophrys Giinther, 1864

The use of the generic nomen Megophrys Kuhl & Van Hasselt, 1822 is now restricted to
frogs of the Sunda islands, and the related species of the Himalayas are now referred to the
genus Xenophry s Gunther, 1864 (FRosT et al., 2006, DELORME et al., 2006) A single species of
this genus, Xenophrys parva (Boulenger, 1893), 15 known to occur m the western part of Nepal.
The westernmost locality for which referenced voucher specimens have been reported so far
(Dusois, 1974) 1s Ghasa (28°37'N, 83°38'E, alt 2050-2100 m). In AnDERS's (2002' 167)
distribution map of the species, a dot indicates its presence in a locality of the extreme western
part of the country, close to the border of Uttar Pradesh, but as the book of ScuLricH &
KASTLE (2002) provides no reference to collection numbers of voucher specimens examined,
and as the amphibian taxonomy used in this book 1s not relable (as it contains gross
nusidentifications of specimens, sce Dusors, 2004a), the vahdity of this record 1s open to
question. Regarding the specimens from the Nanda Devi reported by Ray (1997. 110), they
are stated to consist in “one hundred forty tadpoles of different stages™ and mention is made
of their “Funnel type mouth feeding from the surface material and tail flickering continuously
under water”, a brief deseription which clearly pomts, indeed, to a species of the genus
Xenophrys Pending obtention of adults from this area, the most parsimonious attitude 1s to
refer these spectmens to Xenophrys parve. This ts a genuime addition to the amphibian fauna
of Uttar Pradesh, and indeed an mportant range extension to the West, not only for this
species, but also for the genus Xenophry s and for the subfamily Megophryinae as defined by
DeLoRME et al (2006).

Amolops Cope, 1865

In contrast, the genus Anioleps has long been known from the western Himalayas
(ACHARN & KRIPALANL 1951, KrIPALANE, 1952} [ts represented 1here by at least two distinet
spectes, now known (Dusois, 1974, 1992, 2000) as Amolops fornosus (Gunther, 1875) and
Amolaps marmoratus (Blyth, 1855) Both these species are present from eastern to western
Nepal (Dt sors, 1974, 1976, 2000} and 1 the western Himalayas as far west as Himachal
Pradesh (Dusois, 1981) A thard species of this genus, Anwlops monticola (Anderson, 18713,
15 known from eastern Nepal but has not yet been reported 1n this country west of the Arun
valley (Dusos, 1980) The matertal from Nanda Devi reported by Ray (1997) consists i 13
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tadpoles with ventral abdomunal sucker, which therefore most likely belong i this genus, but
speaific allocation is unknown. In another work on the amphibians of the Dehra Dun district
(Uttar Pradesh), Ray (1992) described two new specics' Amolops chakratuensts (apparently
very simular to Amolops monticolayand Amolops jaunsari (apparently quite ssmilar to Amolops
marmoratus). Both these species were redescribed as new by Ray (1999), in a paper
erroneously considered to provide their original descriptions by Dugois et al. {2005). The
validity of both these species will have to be confirmed by comparative studies in the frame of
a comprehensive revision of the genus Amolops. which 1s badly needed to solve the problems
left aside or created by the work of YANG (1991) on this genus. Although tadpoles of these
frogs can rather easily be collected 1n large numbers, e g by drying up portions of the torrents.
where they live, adults are usually nocturnal, secretive, and they rarely leave the torrent bed. to
find them 1n significant numbers one has to climb slowly within the bed of the torrent at mght
with head lamps or torchs. They are therefore quite seldom collected during standard surveys
of amphibians which are often made mostly around villages, in open habitats like paddy fields,
and at day tme. Thus, these frogs are poorly known, and herpetologists who incidentally
collect them may consider them as new without making appropriaie comparisons. Combmed
with the rather ligh intraspecific variability of several spectes of this genus, this probably
explains the existence of many synonyms for some of them, mcluding 4 formosus and 4

marmoratus (Dueors, 1974, 2000), and 1gnoring some of these synonymies without providing
new data, as done by some recent authors (YANG, 1991, ANDERs, 2002; FrosT et al , 20006) is
not likely to help our undersianding of the taxonomy of this genus (see appendix 1)

Chaparana Bourret, 1939

The most problematic aspect of the paper of Ray (1997) 1s the taxonomy used for the
frogs referred 10 the subgenus Rana ¢ Paa 1, ncluding the so-called new species. This subgenus
is now included m the genus Chaperana Bourret, 1939 {Oneir & Dusors, 2006), and 1t has
been the matter of several important works since the monography of BouLiNGER (1920}
which scems to have been used as the basic taxonomie reference for Ray's (1997) work.

Netther species Chaparana falu (Boul 1920y and Chap bl hit {Bou-
lenger, 1882) can be present n the Nanda Devi region These are East Himalayan species.
which both occur only east of the Arun valley in eastern Nepal, in north-castern Indua, and,
only for the second species, Bhutan (Dusots. unpublished) and southern Xizang (Tibet)
China (Dusos, 1976, 1979, Grosn.aN & Durors, 2006).

Rav’s (1997) report of Ranra hlunfordi m the reserve was based on 7 “examples™ (adults”)
and 73 tadpoles, but no disgnostic characters were mentioned allowing to support their
sdentification. The specimens from Mussoorte (now 1n Utlar Pradeshy and the Balaya valley
near Simla (now i Himachal Pradesh) referred by Bov e NGi R (1920 84) to Rena blanfordi
were shown by D sols (1975, 1976) 1o be members of the species Cheaparana nintca (Dubors,
1975). This 1s a smali species (SVL 4 28 5-35.0 mm, 2 30 5-41 0 mm, Dt nos, 1976). which
could posbly be mistaken for Chuparana blanfrdi (SVL 3 36 0-40 5 mm., 9 41.0-48.0 mm,
Dt sors, 19761 The occurrence of C nrrca 1s likely in the Nanda Nevi region, since 1t was
reported both cast and west of the Park (DuBois, 1976, 1992 Tu ak & Rax, 1985, as Runa
« Paa, tubesculata), but stonly oceurs at rather Tow altitudes € 1000-2440 m. Dt Bors, 1976). so
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it may only be present in the lowest parts of the Park whose elevation range spreads from 1500
to 5600 m.

RaY's (1997) report of Rana annandalir in the Nanda Devi was based on a single juvenile,
and 1ts 1deniificaion was stated to be “based on descriptive morphology described by
BOULENGFR (1920)7, without further details. Chaparana annandalii, which has never been
reported from west of Nepal, s similar in size to € blanfordit or a httle larger (SVL &
32.5-51.5 mm, ¢ 40.0-50 5 mm, Dusois, 1976). It could possibly be confounded with
Chupurana rarica {Duboss, Matswi & Ohler, 2001), which is of similar size (SVL & 37 3-
456 mm, ¢ unknown) and rather similar aspect (Dusois & MaTsut, 1983) For the time
beng, the latter 1s known with certainty only from one locality in western Nepal, the lake Rara
(29°31'N, 82°05°E; ali. 2990 m). The second locahty mentioned by ANDERs (2002 285, 1052),
Gurja Ghat, 18 based on 7 specimens referred with doubts to this species by NANHOE &
OUBOTER (1987), the status of which is not clear The discovery of this species in Uttar
Pradesh would be an 1nteresting range extension and would add one species to the fauna of
India

Beside the two species above, Ray (1997} reported two other samples of Puu from the
Nanda Devi reserve: 100 tadpoles as Runa ( Paa, sp., and 6 “examples” (adults”) as ** Rana
( Pau, dhakuriensis” (nomen nudum). Could these specimens represent still one or two other
species of Chaparana?

Three other species of Chaparana have been reported so far from the regions neighbour-
g the reserve. Chaparana vicina (Stoliczka, 1872}, Chaparana poluunt (Smith, 1951) and
Chaparana ercepeae (Dubois, 1974). Chaparana vicing 15 known from northern Pakistan,
Jammu & Kashmir and Ihmachal Pradesh {Dusots, 1980, GrosiLAN & Dusors, 2006}, and s
findmg in the Nanda Desvt would be an inportant range extension to the Bast. Chapurana
polunmit has so far been reported only from Nepal, from the East (west of the Arun valley) to
the extreme West of the country (Dusois, 1976), and from southern Xizang (China), at
altitudes between 2610 and 3990 m (Dusots. 1979). Its discovery 1n the Nanda Devi would be
a modest extension of its range to the West, but a new spectes record for India, Finally.
Chapurana ercepear 1s known only from the extreme West of Nepal, between 2200 and 2650 m
(Dugors, 1976: Duals & MATSUL unpublished), and its presence in the Nanda Devi s also
quite possible, but would also be a new record for India, Finaily, Anpirs (2002 275) also
reported another species, Chaparana fiebigi (Gunther, 1860) from extreme western Nepal, but
this record 15 hughly open to question and mught be based on a confusion with Chapar ana
ercepeae The westernmost locality known with certanty for € fichigii and based on an
1dentified voucher 1s Lumsum {28°31'N, 83°17°E : alt 1980-2130 m) 1n central-western Nepal
(Dusos, 1976° 259)

In conclusion, the region of the Nanda Nevi Reserve Brosphere, in medium and high
alttude just west of the ocaidental border of Nepal, certainly harbours frogs of the genus
Chaparana. Tne species C pimica, present both to the West and to the East of the reserve, 1
most hkely present in the latter Three other species. C ercepeae, C polwnm and C rarica,
present m western Nepal. could possibly occur there, whereas. given geographic distance, the
presence of € e 1s more unlkely At any rate. before deseribmg a new species of
Chaparana from this area, careful comparisons of specimens collected there, mcluding those
used 1o create the nomen “Rana dhahurtenss™, should be done with reliably idenufied
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specimens of these five species. Until such a work can be carried out, we suggest to place
provisionally the latier nomen nudum, with a query, in the synonymy of Chaparana minica,
together with the nomen Rana tuberculata Titak & Ray, 1985 {see Dusors, 1992 339).
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APPENDIX 1
MISCELLANLOUS TAXONOMIC COMMENTS ON THE GENUS A4 1101 0S

Some of the current taxonomic problems poited out above 1n the genus Amolops simply
came from quick and care.ess reading of the works of colleagues. «s exemplified n several
cases below
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(1) YANG (1991: 16} wrote' “Dubots (1974) suggested A kaulbackiis prabably a subspe-
cies of A afghanus”, whereas Durois (1974: 361) had suggested that A4 kaulbacki might be a
subspecies of A. formosus

(2) YANG (1991) completely ignored the synonymisation by Dusois (1974) of A. hunu-
layanus with A fermesus, although it was based on statistical comparisons of series of
specimens. YANG (1991), followed by Frost et al (2006° 367), recognized both species but did
not even compare them in their respective diagnoses.

(3) Quite similarly, FrosT et al. (2006: 252) wrote “Dubois (2000: 331; 2004a: 176)
suggested, on the basis of the exammnation of the holotype, this taxon [Amolops nepalicus]1s
synonymous with Amolops formosus”, whereas Dusors (2000, 333, 335) had considered 4
nepalicus a synonym of 4 marmoratus Such gross misquoting testify to poor attention given
to the publications at stake.

(4) Frost et al (2006 252) further complained that “[Dubois] did not provide any
ding the d temized in the ongmal description or the diagnostic
ditferences noted by Yang (1991b)™ Beside the absence of meaning of “or™ n this sentence
(as the original descniption of A nrepalicus was indeed m YANG, 1991), this statement is
msleadmg, as a single difference was stated by YANG (1991. 23) to distinguish A nepalicus
from A afghanus (now A mannoratus). A, nepahicus differs (. ) [rom 4 afghanus in having
the vomerime tooth groups oblique instead of transverse”™, which, to experienced taxonomists
nowadays, 1s at least a doubtful criterion for specics recogmtion The description of A
nepalicus from a sungle adult male and 5 tadpoles (without any information on ther locality
data and on the reasons for their allocation to the same species as the adult male), without any
morphological or statistical compartson with the many adults of A4 marmorarus available
from Nepal (e g..39 3.9 9. 7 juventles and 14 1adpoles hsted m Dusors, 1974- 397-398). fooks
more like a 19'" century’s ty pological description. ignoring intraspecific variability, than like a
recent taxonomic work. and 1t 1s surprising 10 see subsequent support for such a hasty work
{ANDERS, 2002; FrosT et al , 2006).

(5) Instead of “resurrccing” specific synonym nomina without any evidence (e g.. A
hanuday anus and A nepalicus, but also Rana barmoachensts Khan & Tasmm, 1979, synony
muzed with R fa-arensis by Dusos, 1992), Frost et al. (2006) could have cared for presenting
4 consistent generie taxonomy of frogs of this complex. Tt s thus duficult to understand on
which basis they put some species in two diflerent generd, although at least morphologically
they are very similar and appear very closely related e g.. Runa monsicola Anderson, 1871
(placed by them 1 Aniofops Cope. 1965) and Runa archotuphus Inger & Chan-ard, 1997
{placed by them i Hua Yang, 1991, but which should probably rather be known as Amolopy
archotaphusy

(6) Asexplamed by Dt Bois (2004a). the specimens referred by ANDLRS (2002) 1o Anredops
montrcota ate m fact Aimolops formosiis, whereas they deser.bed their specimens of Amafops
monticola as * Polvpedates species, not identified”.
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